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FINAL ACTION 
Status of the Claims 

1. This action is in response to papers filed 24 January 2005 in which the rejections of the 
previous office action were traversed. 

The previous rejections in the Office Action dated 22 October are maintained and 
reiterated below. Applicant's arguments have been thoroughly reviewed and are discussed 
below. 

Claims 1-19 are under prosecution. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent 
or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States 
before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application 
filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the 
English language. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-14, 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by 
Tisone et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,063,339 issued 16 May 2000). 

The claims are broadly drawn to methods of fabricating multiple arrays, each array 



having multiple rows of feature locations with arrays of different sets arranged in an orthogonal 
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orientation with respect to the rows. The claims are given the broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the broad claim language whereby two or more arrays comprises 
two or more rows having two or more sets (e.g. spots) wherein the arrays are arranged 
orthogonally (i.e. at right angles). As such, the claims encompass a substrate having four 
aligned rows of spots wherein each array comprises alternating or adjacent rows. 

Regarding Claim 1, Tisone et al disclose a method of fabricating multiple arrays on a 
substrate (e.g. Fig. 6 and 10E) each array having multiple rows and sets (i.e. spots within a 
row) and arranged orthogonally. The method comprise dispensing drops from a head onto the 
substrate while maintaining a gap between the head and substrate (i.e. on-the-fly printing 
"taking into account it anticipated trajectory*, Column 8, lines 27-34) while moving the head 
and substrate relative to one another along a path. Tisone et al defines the path as moving 
the head in a direction along a row, then moving the head in an opposite direction along a 
second row (i.e. bi-directional printing, Fig. 6 and Column 14, lines 55-65). Figure 6 
illustrates array #111, with an enlarged section #70 1 . The printing path is illustrated by the 
arrows #730. Tisone et al moves the head along row #706, and then moves the head in the 
opposite directions along alternating rows. Using language of the instant claims, the first (and 
each) array set includes the first three rows and the printing path is bi-directional for those 
three rows, then the head moves in a direction opposite the first row to print the fourth row. 
This process is continued to fabricate multiple arrays, each comprising three rows (Column 22, 
line 63-Column 23, line 12 and Fig. 6). It is noted that printing of rows two and three, prior to 
printing row four (step (b)), in the method of Tisone are encompassed by the open claim 
language of the instant claims. 

Regarding Claim 2, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the arrays are biopolymer 
arrays (Column 1, lines 10-16 and Column 7, lines 18-30). 

Regarding Claim 3, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the first and second 
arrays are adjacent (Fig. 6). 
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Regarding Claim 5, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the repeating is with a 
new array set i.e. along printing path #730, fig. 6. 

Regarding Claim 6, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the second array set is 
adjacent the first i.e. along printing path #730, fig. 6. 

Regarding Claim 7, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the relative moving is 
repeated while dispensing (Column 22, line 63-Column 23, line 12). 

Regarding Claim 9, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein repetitions are parallel 
and offset i.e. row 1 is parallel to row 4 and offset by rows 2 and 3 (fig. 6). 

Regarding Claim 10, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein rows are straight lines 

(fig. 6). 

Regarding Claim 1 1, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein each array has multiple 
arrays e.g. three rows wherein each row is considered an array (Fig. 6). 

Regarding Claim 12, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the array are spaced 
apart i.e. the array are separated by a space (fig. 6). 

Regarding Claim 13, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the arrays have the same 
layout (Fig. 6). 

Regarding Claim 14, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the majority of rows in 
an array are dispensed while the head is moving in the same direction i.e. alternating rows (e.g. 
1 & 3) are printed in the same direction. Therefore, arrays having an odd number of rows (i.e. 
3) have a majority of rows printed while the head is moving in the same direction (Fig. 6). 

Regarding Claim 18, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the head has multiple 
drop dispensers (Column 7, lines 61-67). 

Regarding Claim 19, Tisone et al disclose the method wherein the dispensers are pulse 
jets (Column 9, lines 7-39). 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant asserts that Tisone does not teach fabrication of multiple arrays on a single 
substrate. Applicant cites passages at columns 5 and 6 to support their assertion. The 
argument has been considered but is not found persuasive. The instant specification and 
claims broadly define the claimed array as having "multiple rows of feature locations". The 
specification (page 6, lines 30-page 7, line 15, as reiterated below) defines the arrays as a one- 
dimensional arrangement of addressable regions. Tisone teaches and illustrates a support 
having multiple rows of multiple columns (Fig. 6) and further illustrates a small portion of the 
substrate (#701) as having 5 rows of 20 columns. Any grouping of two rows or two columns 
on the support of Tisone is encompassed by the broadly claimed array. Furthermore, any two 
groupings of two rows or two columns are encompassed by the instantly claimed multiple 
arrays. While Tisone does not teach separation of the rows and columns into separable 
groups, the claims do not require such separation or grouping. Tisone clearly teaches the 
method as claimed. 

A "set" or "sub-set" of any item (such as a set of arrays) may contain only one of the 
item , or only two, or three, or any multiple number of the items. An "array", unless a 
contrary intention appears, includes any one , two or three dimensional arrangement of 
addressable regions bearing a particular chemical moiety to moieties (for example, 
biopolymers such as polynucleotide sequences) associated with that region. An array is 
"addressable" in that it has multiple regions of different moieties (for example, different 
polynucleotide sequences) such that a region (a "feature" or "spot" of the array) at a 
particular predetermined location (an "address") on the array will detect a particular 
target or class of targets (although a feature may incidentally detect non-targets of that 
feature). Array features are typically, but need not be, separated by intervening spaces. 
In the case of an array, the "target" will be referenced as a moiety in a mobile phase 
(typically fluid), to be detected by probes ("target probes") which are bound to the 
substrate at the various regions. However, either of the "target" or "target probes" may 
be the one which is to be evaluated by the other (thus, either one could be an unknown 
mixture of polynucleotides to be evaluated by binding with the other). An "array layout" 
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refers collectively to one or more characteristics of the features, such as feature 
positioning, one or more feature dimensions, and some indication of a moiety at a given 
location. 



5. Claims 1-16 and 18-19 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Webb 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,613,893, filed 31 July 2000). 

The applied reference has a common inventor with the instant application. Based upon 
the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome either by a showing under 37 
CFR 1. 132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in the reference was derived from the 
inventor of this application and is thus not the invention "by another," or by an appropriate 
showing under 37 CFR 1.131. 

Regarding Claim 1, Webb discloses the method for fabricating an array comprising 

dispensing drops from a drop dispenser while maintaining a gap between the head and 

substrate, and moving the head and substrate relative to each other wherein the moving is in 

the direction of row for a first set, and then in the opposite direction along the rows of a second 

set and repeating the positioning and moving (Column 7, lines 48-Column 9, line 55 and Fig. 

4). Webb further teaches "line by line" dispensing (Column 10, lines 30-35): 

In this manner, head system 210 can be scanned line by line, by scanning along a line over 
substrate 10 in the direction of axis 204 using transporter 100, while line by line movement of 
substrate 10 in a direction of axis 63 (which includes direction 63a) is provided by transporter 

This teaching clearly illustrates movement "line by line" (i.e. without movement over the 
first array set) because transporters 100 and 60 move the substrate along axis 204 and 63 
respectively to provide "line by line" printing . 
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Regarding Claim 2, Webb discloses the arrays are biopolymer arrays (Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 3, Webb discloses the first and second set are adjacent (Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 4, Webb discloses the repeating is with the same two array sets 
(Column 5, lines 50-67 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 5, Webb discloses the moving is repeated multiple times with a new 
second array (Column 5, lines 50-67 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 6, Webb discloses each second array set is adjacent the first array set 
(Column 5, lines 50-67 and Fig. 1-4). 

Regarding Claim 7, Webb discloses repeating moving the head and substrate relative to 
each other while dispensing (Column 9, lines 47-55). 

Regarding Claim 8, Webb discloses the head is reloaded with fluid between repetitions 
(Column 9, lines 59-62). 

Regarding Claim 9, Webb discloses each repeated movements of the head are parallel 
and offset from one another (Column 7, lines 48-Column 9, line 55 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 10, Webb discloses the rows of features are straight lines i.e. rows and 
columns (Column 3, line 66-Column 4,line 13 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 1 1, Webb discloses each array has multiple arrays arranged in the 
direction of rows (Column 3, line 66-Column 4,line 13 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 12, Webb discloses each array has multiple arrays are spaced apart 
(Column 6, line 47-Column 7, line 24). 

Regarding Claim 13, Webb discloses the array have the same layout i.e. "the same" 
(Column 6, lines 56-57). 

Regarding Claims 14-15, Webb discloses the method wherein the rows are dispensed 
while the head is moving in the same direction along the rows (Column 7, lines 47-55). 

Regarding Claim 16, Webb disclose the method additionally comprising separating the 
substrate into units carrying an array (Column 14, lines 15-18) 



Application/ Control Number: 10/066,518 Page 8 

Art Unit: 1634 

Regarding Claim 18, Webb discloses the method wherein the head has multiple 
dispensers (Column 2, lines 47-54). 

Regarding Claim 19, Webb discloses the dispensers are pulse jets (Column 2, lines 47- 

54). 



6. Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Webb (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,599,693, filed 31 July 2000). 

The applied reference has a common inventor with the instant application. Based upon 
the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome either by a showing under 37 
CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in the reference was derived from the 
inventor of this application and is thus not the invention "by another," or by an appropriate 
showing under 37 CFR 1.131. 

Regarding Claim 1, Webb discloses the method for fabricating an array comprising 

dispensing drops from a drop dispenser while maintaining a gap between the head and 

substrate, and moving the head and substrate relative to each other wherein the moving is in 

the direction of row for a first set, and then in the opposite direction along the rows of a second 

set and repeating the positioning and moving (Column 6, lines 48-Column 9, line 17 and Fig. 

4). Webb further discloses line by line dispensing (Column 8, lines 46-50): 

In this manner, head system 210 can be scanned line by line, by scanning 
along a line over substrate 10 in the direction of axis 204 using 
transporter 100, while line by line movement of substrate 10 in a direction of axis 63 is 
provided by transporter 60. 
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This teaching clearly illustrates movement "line by line" (i.e. without movement over the 
first array set) because transporters 100 and 60 move the substrate along axis 204 and 63 
respectively to provide "line by line" printing . 

Regarding Claim 2, Webb discloses the array is biopolymer arrays (Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 3, Webb discloses the first and second set are adjacent (Fig. 1-4). 

Regarding Claim 4, Webb discloses the repeating is with the same two array sets 
(Column 6, lines 3-15; Column 7, lines 13-39 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 5, Webb discloses the moving is repeated multiple times with a new 
second array (Column 5, line 53-Column 6, line 28 and Fig. 1-4). 

Regarding Claim 6, Webb discloses each second array set is adjacent the first array set 
(Column 5, line 53-Column 6, line 28 and Fig. 1-4). 

Regarding Claim 7, Webb discloses repeating moving the head and substrate relative to 
each other while dispensing (Column 7, lines 13-39). 

Regarding Claim 8, Webb discloses the head is reloaded with fluid between repetitions 
(Column 7, lines 13-39). 

Regarding Claim 9, Webb discloses each repeated movements of the head are parallel 
and offset from one another (Column 6, lines 48-Column 9, line 17 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 10, Webb discloses the rows of features are straight lines (Column 6, 
lines 48-Column 9, line 17 and Fig. 4). 

Regarding Claim 1 1, Webb discloses each array has multiple arrays arranged in the 
direction of rows (Column 5, line 53-Column 6, line 28 and Fig. 1-4). 

Regarding Claim 12, Webb discloses each array has multiple arrays are spaced apart 
(Column 5, line 53-Column 6, line 28 and Fig. 1-4). 

Regarding Claim 13, Webb discloses the array have the same layout i.e. "the same 8 
(Column 6, lines 4-5). 
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Regarding Claims 14-15, Webb discloses the method wherein the rows are dispensed 
while the head is moving in the same direction along the rows (Column 7, lines 13-39 and 44- 
48). 

Regarding Claim 16, Webb disclose the method additionally comprising separating the 
substrate into units carrying an array (Column 12, lines 40-43). 

Regarding Claim 17, Webb discloses the method further comprising adding identifiers to 
the substrate i.e. fiducials (Column 9, lines 6-14). 

Regarding Claim 18, Webb discloses the method wherein the head has multiple 
dispensers (Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 19, Webb discloses the dispensers are pulse jets (Abstract). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Regarding the Webb patents, Applicant asserts that the instantly claimed method 
includes depositing reagent from a drop deposition head moving in a direction along the rows 
of a first array and depositing reagent from the drop deposition head moving in a opposite 
direction along the rows of a second array i.e. "the method is drawn to "bi-directional 
deposition of reagent from a deposition head while printing multiple microarrays on a single 
substrate." Applicant argues that because Webb does not teach bi-directional printing, they 
do not teach the claimed invention. Applicant's interpretation of the claim is interesting, 
however "bi-directional deposition* is not claimed. The claims merely require dispensing 
drops.... while maintaining a gap.... and moving the head and substrate relative to one another. 
The claims do not require continuous drop deposition or deposition a bi-directional manner. 
In contrast, the claims merely require dispensing of drops (i.e. two or more) from the head (at 
some undefined time or position) and relative movement of the head and substrate. Hence, 
Applicant's arguments are not commensurate in scope with the claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-15 and 18-19 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Caren et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,323,043, issued 27 November 2001) in view of Tisone et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,063,339, issued 16 May 2000). 

Regarding Claim 1, Caren et al disclose the method for fabricating an array comprising 
dispensing drops from a drop dispenser while maintaining a gap between the head and 
substrate (Column 13, lines 1-2), and moving the head and substrate relative to each other 
wherein the moving is in the direction of row for a first set, and then in the opposite direction 
along the rows of a second set and repeating the positioning and moving (Column 12, line 40- 
Column 13, line 9). Caren et al teach dispensing is performed by moving the head across the 
substrate "line by line" (Column 13, lines 2-5) which clearly suggests a back and forth 
movement of the printing head. Furthermore, back and forth print head movement was well 
known at the time the claimed invention was made as taught by Tisone et al who teach a 
similar method of array fabrication wherein they teach bi-directional printing "advantageously 
decreased the time to complete a particular dispensing operation" (Column 23, lines 1-2). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention 
was made to apply the bi-directional printing of Tisone et al to the method of Caren et al for 
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the expected advantage of decreased dispensing time as taught by Tisone et al (Column 23, 
lines 1-2). 

Regarding Claim 2, Car en et al disclose the arrays are biopolymer arrays (Abstract). 

Regarding Claim 3, Caren et al disclose the first and second set are adjacent i.e. line- 
by-line (Column 12, line 40-Column 13, line 9). 

Regarding Claim 4, Caren et al disclose the repeating is with the same two array sets 
e.g. the array sets are the same (Column 6, lines 52-67). 

Regarding Claim 5, Caren et al disclose the moving is repeated multiple times with a 
new second array i.e. to provide all different features (Column 6, lines 52-67). 

Regarding Claim 6, Caren et al disclose each second array set is adjacent the first array 
set (Column 6, lines 52-67 and Fig. 1). 

Regarding Claim 7, Caren et al disclose repeating moving the head and substrate 
relative to each other while dispensing axis (Column 4, lines 31-35). 

Regarding Claim 8, Caren et al disclose the head is reloaded with fluid between 
repetitions (Column 12, lines 40-64). 

Regarding Claim 9, Caren et al disclose each repeated movements of the head are 
parallel and offset from one another i.e. line-by-line (Column 12, line 40-Column 13, line 9). 

Regarding Claim 10, Caren et al disclose the rows of features are straight lines i.e. rows 
and columns (Column 14, lines 27-29). 

Regarding Claim 1 1, Caren et al disclose each array has multiple arrays arranged in 
the direction of rows (Fig. 1 and Column 6, lines 52-67). 

Regarding Claim 12, Caren et al disclose each array has multiple arrays are spaced 
apart (Fig.l and Column 6, lines 52-67). 

Regarding Claim 13, Caren et al disclose the array have the same layout i.e. "identical" 
(Column 6, lines 52-53). 
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Regarding Claims 14-15, Caren et al disclose the method wherein the rows are 
dispensed while the head is moving in the same direction along the rows (Column 4, lines 31- 
35). 

Regarding Claim 18, Caren et al disclose the method wherein the head has multiple 
dispensers (Column 5, lines 3-13). 

Regarding Claim 19, Caren et al disclose the dispensers are pulse jets (Column 5, lines 

3-13). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant asserts that Caren does not teach "bi-directional deposition of reagent" and 
Tisone does not teach multiple chemical array and therefore the cited art does not teach every 
element of the claimed invention. The arguments have been considered but are not found 
persuasive for the reasons stated above i.e. Tisone does teach multiple array as broadly defined 
by the claims and specification and the claims do not require bi-directional deposition. 



Double Patenting 

8. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent 
possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In reLongi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re 
Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 
USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 
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9. Claims 1-19 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,613,893 in view 
of Tisone et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,063,339, issued 16 May 2000). Although the conflicting 
claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because both sets of 
claims are drawn to methods of fabricating multiple arrays comprising moving a dispensing 
head along a path while dispensing drops along the path. The claim sets diflFer only in the 
instant claims require moving the head in a direction opposite the first direction and along the 
second array and not over the first array (i.e. bi-directional printing). 

However, back and forth print head movement (bi-directional printing) was well known 
at the time the claimed invention was made as taught by Tisone et al who teach a similar 
method of array fabrication wherein they teach bi-directional printing "advantageously 
decreased the time to complete a particular dispensing operation" (Column 23, lines 1-2). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention 
was made to apply the bi-directional printing of Tisone et al to the patent for the expected 
advantage of decreased dispensing time as taught by Tisone et al (Column 23, lines 1-2). 



10. Claims 1-19 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-19 of U.S. Patent No. 6,599,693 893 in 
view of Tisone et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,063,339, issued 16 May 2000). 

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each 
other because both sets of claims are drawn to methods of fabricating multiple arrays 
comprising moving a dispensing head along a path while dispensing drops along the path. 
The claim sets differ in that independent claim 1 of the patent is drawn to a pulse jet dispenser 



Application/ Control Number: 10/066,518 Page 15 

Art Unit: 1634 

while dependent claim 19 of the instant set recites this limit ation. Hence, the claim sets are 
drawn to similar methods and merely differ only in that the instant claims require moving the 
head in a direction opposite the first direction and along the second array and not over the first 
array (i.e. bi-directional printing). 

However, back and forth print head movement (bi-directional printing) was well known 
at the time the claimed invention was made as taught by Tisone et al who teach a similar 
method of array fabrication wherein they teach bi-directional printing "advantageously 
decreased the time to complete a particular dispensing operation" (Column 23, lines 1-2). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention 
was made to apply the bi-directional printing of Tisone et al to the patent for the expected 
advantage of decreased dispensing time as taught by Tisone et al (Column 23, lines 1-2). 



Response to Arguments 

11. Applicant asserts that because Tisone does not teach fabrication of multiple array, they 
do not obviate the instant over those of Webb. The argument is not found persuasive 
because, as stated above, Tisone teaches fabrication of multiple array as broadly defined by the 
claims and specification 



12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy 
as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



Conclusion 

13. No claim is allowed. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BJ Forman whose telephone number is (571) 272-0741. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 6:00 TO 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gary Jones can be reached on (571) 272-0745. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to (571) 272-0547. 

Patent applicants with problems or questions regarding electronic images that can be viewed in 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval system (PAIR) can now contact the USPTO's Patent Electronic 
Business Center (Patent EBC) for assistance. Representatives are available to answer your questions 
daily from 6 am to midnight (EST). The toll free number is (866) 217-9197. When calling please have your 
application serial or patent number, the type of document you are having an image problem with, the 
number of pages and the specific nature of the problem. The Patent Electronic Business Center will 
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notify applicants of the resolution of the problem within 5-7 business days. Applicants can also check 
PAIR to confirm that the problem has been corrected. The USPTO's Patent Electronic Business Center is 
a complete service center supporting all patent business on the Internet. The USPTO's PAIR system 
provides Internet-based access to patent application status and history information. It also enables 
applicants to view the scanned images of their own application file folder(s) as well as general patent 
information available to the public. 

For all other customer support, please call the USPTO Call Center (UCC) at 800-786-9199. 



BJ Forn&n, Ph.D. 
Primary Examiner 
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